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PREFACE

This report on Developing Board Agendas That Focns on Policy is third in a
second volume of reports on timely issues of concern to State Boards of Educa-
tion. Publication of these Imperative of Leadership repors is made available to
all NASBE members with funds provided by the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA. Public Law 89-10, Title V. Section 505}, through
the State of New York. The first report in this volume, on Deciining Enroll-
ments, was published with funds provided by the National Institute of Education
{NIE).

Other reports on the following topics are being published in this serjes of
issue packages:

¢ Devcloping Effective and Visible State Boards of Education

¢ Career Education

¢ Community Education

¢ Alternative Methods of Teacher Education

¢ Developing Consistent and Cooperative Constituency Linkages

An eighth report on Preventive Health Education will be published early next
yeur, and is being funded through the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Center for Disease Control, Atlanta, Georgia.

The report that follows is organized into four sections. Section | presents a
condensed Overview Summary of the research text contained in Section 1. Sec-
tion IIl, the Action Alternatives, contains recommendations devcloped by the
NASBE staff. Section IV is an dppendix, consisting of Footnotes and an Anno-
tated Bibliography.

NASBE wishes to express its appreciation to Dr. David L. Colton, Dircctor of
the Center for Educational Field Studics. a1t Washington University. St. Louis,
Missouri, who wrote the rescarch text. _. .
James M. Connor
NASBE President

September 1976
Denver, Colorado
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SECTION |

Overview Summary

The direction of state leve! educational poliey making has suffered because of
the conflicting and increasing spheres of influence of **self-appointed task forces
and commissions,”’ governots and legislatures, state deparuments of education
and other education and govemance groups.

As an jnitial test in determining if your State Board 1s fulfilling its legally
mandated policy making functions, check the Minues of your Board's last few
meetings. Are they dominated by routine items like reports and iniormation? Are
business items habitually passcd, rejected or tabled with little or no discussion?

‘‘Functionatly. a policy item is any item that guides subsequent actions by
others,”” according to Dr. Colton. who identifies four constraints to a Board's
achieving a policy fucused agenda:

¢ The *“Apex Myth” which portrays the State Board at the pinnacle of
educational policy making in a state, Rather than harboring this notion, the
anthor suggests that Board members realize their fole in some or all of these four
stages of policy formation: issue deflnition. proposdal formdation. support
mobilization and decision enactinent.

¢ The “Incllicacy Myth” —a traditional image of powerlessness of State
Boards. To counteract, use your annual repott to inspire, supgest and persuade.
Dcvelop a public relations scheme to enhance your position among other panis.i-
pants in the policy making role, and among the publie at large.

¢ Statutory Constraints—~Do they interfere with your pelicy respon-
sibilities by bardening your Board with important, byt time-consnming
routine mandates? Appoint a committee to study your state’s statutes to see if
they help or hinder.

- e Political Isolation—Consider what educational poficy ought to be, and
be attuned to the expectations and demands of the public.

¢ Conditions of Board Membership--Since Board membership changes,
it’s possible to discuss issues on their merits, unhindered by personalities
and the like. Be prepared to initiate new members; develop your own orientation
progeam and take advantage of the boardmanship assistance offered by NASBE.
Be mindful of the importance of good Board Minutes.

Metapolicy —Policies About Policies

Once You have allotted time to deal with educational policy items, you must
then be sure you are dealing with them in & productive and effective fashion.
These five aspects of metapelicy can help:

¢ GOAL IDENTIFICATION— Your selection criteria might include your
Boand's officially esmblished goals; “*authority,”” such as policy stateinents of
the U S, Office of Education or your state's commissioner of education: planning
and evalnation reports; and opinion pelling.

¢ SCHEDULING— Develop one- and four-year calendars around such
things as your legislatre’s and Congress' timetables, clection campasgns., sigmf-
icant conferences and the like.

|
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¢ STAFF WORK —State Board functions, like gathering and distributing
information, bricfing new members. prepagation of Minutes. and the like, require ™
tinc—and that is time taken away from poliey items. Staff’ members directly
responsible to the Board would help alleviate this barden.

¢ INCREMENTALISM — Avoud “analysis paralysis™ by developing policy
vnte step af o rine, Don"twait tv act until you bay ¢ 2l the Infurmation on a topic

¢ AGENDBA BUILDING — At cach Board meeting, review your agenda and
reconsider it if need be. Be flexible in allowing changes.

To mahe ceriam that your dentified policy igms will receis ¢ the ateention they
deserve will require dwciphine by the Board Ay an assist. remember the foliow -
ing:

¢ Beware of Parkinson’s Law that **work capands to fill the time ayvail

abie for its completion.”

¢ Meet in a physical environment that facilitates policy making.

¢ Adopt ang adhere to rules of proccdure.

¢ Insist on good staff work,

¢ Assess your work periodically. ]




SECTION H

Developing Board Agendas That
Focus on Policy

By David L. Colion, Director
Center for Educational Field Studies
Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri.

As things now stand educational policy flaps in the wind. And the direchon
of the prevailing wind continnalh changes gz vne and then anvther blust
overpowers gusis continuatiy Swirling about from vanous guariers, each
with its own source of powev and money, its own base of operations, is
own commitments. . . . Conflicting intcrests are the lifeblood of democrar-
ic politics. s0 their existence in education is not the problem. The problem
is that no institutionat meclumism exists to mandulute the shefong halance of
power among these hterests into u redsunully cunsistent und coudugively
self-correcting policy.'

Until recently the institutional mechacisms that establishied fundamental edu-
cational policies were local schoel boards. prestigious nattonal groups hike the
Educational Policies Commission (now defuncth, and promenent mdis iduads such
as Horace Mann. John Dewey. George Strayer and James Conant. But today's
local boards of education increasingly are domindtced by e gwn et execu-
tives * Moreover, they are confronted by many issues such o financial geform
and teacher bargaining W hich are not amenable W local solutions.” Elite nutional
commissions and individuals have lost their oredibility o soviety permeated by
skepticism und dashed hopes.

Many solutions are being advocated. Some people argue for the estab-
lishment of a nationai school heard. Local school boards, individually and
through their state and national associations, demand restoration of their
pre-eminence in policy determination. Teacher associationss through direct
political action and through bargaining at the local level, constantly broaden
their spheres of influence. Self-appointed task forces and cor wnisrions set
forth agendas for American cducation, Governors and legislaiures
strengthen their policy making capabilities at the state level, and work col-
laboratively through such organizations as the Education Comemission of the
States in Denver, Colo, Meanwhile, Congress, the courts, federal agencics
and pressure groups chura out new policies, new rules and new demands.
No wonder educational policy “flaps in the wind™!

Should State Boards of Education {1y to provide coherence and direction to
our educational policics? Can they? Given their legal mandutes ard their
strategic positions, they should. But it remains to be seer whether they can.
Duta from the recent Educational Guvernance Project Study of ten state school
boards “‘point unmistakably 0 the weakness of state boards of education as
policy-making pasticipants ~** Anyone reading a samphng of Minutes from State
Board meetings probably would reach o simlar conclusion. The Muutes imdicate
that routine items dominate the Board micetings. feports are recenved. information
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and comptlaints are presented, ceremonial functions are performed. Recom-
mendations for budget approvals and personnel appointments are adopted with
little discussion. Poliey oriented material is minimal. There are exeeptions of
course. But their very exceptionality raises doubts about the State Boards™ policy
making capabilitics. Read the Minutes of vour Board for the last yeur or two. Has
your Beard systematically addressed the major policy issues confronting educa-
tion in your state? Has it taken effective actions designed 1o bring about resolu-
tion of these issues? If 50, read no further. If not, considar the possibility tha the
sitzation can be remedicd, and read on. In the Educational Governance Project
Swudy, the best indicator of school poard influence was the extent to which Board
meetings emphasized policy maners.® There are ways 1o increase such emphasis.

THE NATURE OF AGENDAS AND
THE WATURE OF POLICY

An agenda should not be viewed merely as a list of items that a beard
‘'goes through” at its meetings. Properly considered, an agenda is like a
budget. It allocates valuable resources—the time and tatents of school board
members. The following pages suggest approaches to the task of increasing
the proportion of the agenda which is allocated to policy matters.

Defining ‘Policy’

A preliminary step is to set aside the notion that policy matters are only
those items which are intended to appear in State Board policy manuals.
Functicnally, a policy item is any item that guides subseruent actions by
others. Thus if a Board provides input to the Governor’s annual Message to
the Legislature, it is engaged in policy making. Adoption of a Board resolu-
tion expressing support or opposition about a policy recommendation made
by some other organization is a policy item. A decision 1o intervene in a
Jjudicial proceeding affects policy. Under some circumstances an ostensibly
routine agenda item can beecome a policy item. For example. a New England
school board recently chose to include in its Minutes the text of a letter il
sent 10 a local district which had protested its failure to be awarded some
funds. The fetter set forth in detail the reasons why the State Board had
declined 10 make the award. That letter surely will not appear in any state
policy manual, but just as surely it will serve as a guide to action by local
school districts. In the same fashion, another State Board's refusal to waive
certification requirements for the benefit of a district facing a strike was a
policy action, for it set a precedent.

While it is important to recognize that policy matters can take many forms.
such recognition does not solve the problem of fisding ways to des clop ygendas
that allocate moie time to policy matters. Solution o that problem requires three
types of action.

o First, the constraints (hat imst & Board™s atiention 1w poli s 1temns st be
identified and techniques for miimizang or vy ereonung these constrauns
must be developed.

¢ Second, policics must be des eloped for ensunng prodaciive wse ol the 1me
allocated o policy items.

¢ Third, there must be procedures fur assummg contnuanon ol o polics
focus.

4
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CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Many conditions inhibit the attainment of a policy focus in State Board agens
das. Among these conditions, the following appear to be particularly important:
the “*apsx’” myth, the tradition of incfficacy, statutory constraints, political
isolation, and the ¢ ~nditions of Board niembership. The policy-inhibiting cffects
of these conditions can be 1ninimized, and in some cases they can be converted
into ass.ts.

The ‘‘Apex”’ Myth

This myth, which is manifested in organization charts, legal doctrine and
inspirational rhetoric, depicts the State Board at the apex of the state’s educas
tional policy formation system. In reality however, governors, state legislatures.
the courts, Congress, federal executive agencies, and a host of special interest
groups are actively involved in the educational policy formation process. There 15
no apex. One response to recognition of the gap between myth and realuy 1s 10
adopt 2 “*spheres of influenee™” posture whereby the state school board restncts
its atrention to thosc policy matters that happen to fall its way. leaving other
policy matters to other actors. But this posture aggravates, rather than amelio-
rates, the “flapping in the wind™ problem cited carlier.

An alternate response rests upon understanding that pobey formation vccurs 1n
several stages. Professors Roald Campbell and Tim Mazzoni identify four:

¢ [ssue definition: Process by which the preferences of individuals

and groups become transtated into political js-
sues,
¢ Proposal formulation: Process by which issues are developed as
specific recommendations for a policy change or
for maintaining the stafus guo. )

¢ Support mobilization: Process by which individuals and groups arc
activated to support or to oppose alternative
policy proposals.

¢ Decision enactment: Process by which an authoritative (i.e. gov-

ernmental} policy choice is-made among alter-

natjive proposais.® )
The facts of lifc of educational policy making are such that Statc Boards often do
not, cannot and need not dominate the policy making process at all four stages.
However, by cxerting influence at just onc or two slages, the Board can have a
profound effect upon policy.
® The complexity of the policy making process permits the Board to exercise
leverage—provided its agendas direct attention to educational policy making
activities being condueted by others. To accomplish this. a Board’s agenda
should allot time for reccipt and consideration of ** intelligence reports™ sbout the
policy foeused activitics of actors in other educational policy making arengs. For
example, the **Washingto 1 Report™” section of NASBE's newsleuer, FOCUS.
includes items that may prompt 2 State Board to contact its congressional delega-
tion, of to respond in sowi¢ fashion to a proposed federal regulation Individual
Board members, as well#us stale cducation agency staffers, should bricf the
Bourd about happenings that may be germane to poliey.

These intelligence activities have two main purposes. First, they wWentify op.
portunitics for the Board 1o exert leverage upon the policy mahing avtivites of
other actors For example. if the Govemor is scheduled t0 mahe 4 inggor address,
the Board cun tell the Governor about its conuerns and plans, théreby engagimg in
**issue definition’ and *“proposal Formulation™ activities. Where the courts de-
fine an issue, the Board can step forward with proposed solutions. as the New
Jersey Board did Juring the course of that state’s recent schoul finanee htigation,

5
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and as the Missouri Board did last year in connection with desegregation litiga-
tion. Where another agency is moving toward the decision enactment stage,
expressions of support or opposition from the Siate Board of Education may
provide the margin of difference in the outcome of the action.

The second main purpose of intelligence activities is to learn from the
experience of others. One of the great virwes of our federal system of goyvern-
ment is that studies and policy actions in one stae can lewd to informed relawed
acuons in other states, thus saving energy and providing occasions for learning
from experience. A problem is that too many states think they gre completcly
unique and cannot profit from the expericnee of others. Some states have ot yet
become aware of the wremendous information-shaning potential of data retrieval
systems such as the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), where
policy background papers prepared in one stge can readily be remeved 1o help
another state dealing with a relaed problem. Education newsletters amd confer-
ences can serve the same purpose.

What all of this means is that the apex image should be replaced hy one
which depicts the State Board as a kind of “traffic controller’” in the eduea-
tional policy making system: identifying events here, making connections
there, shunting aside energies elsewhere, initiating patterns in still another
place. Influence does not depend as mu~h upon position in a power pyramid
as it depends on information and the yses to which it is put.

-

The ““Inefficacy’’ Myth

A curious anomoly of Stae Boards of Education is that the apex mytt wo-
exists with a teaditional image of powerlessness and inconsequentility. Far
decades State Boards have been expedted w play imsigmfic.nt rokes i the educd-
tional policy formation provess. and they have dJone so. The image must be
chang.d —in the eyes of school board members themselyes, 1 the €yes of other
educational policy makers. and in the ¢y¢s o the public g birge. There are many
techniques for doing this. The leverage technigques discussed above wall help.
Board members can seeh ot educationd new siciers and other muatterials that
feawre apd explain policy ackies ements oF indin idual state s, Annual repaorts peed
not be drab statistics-laden exemplars of dullness, nstetd they van be waed 10
stimulate and inspire. persuade and suggest. i the manner of Horace Mana's
famous and influcntial annual reports.” Most state school buards fnl 10 uthee
even the simplest public relations and public informanon wchimyues,

This is not to say that ““image** is a defensihlc suhstitute for accomplish-
ment; the polnt is that accomplishments need to he stressed and reinforced
so that Statc Boards come to see themselves, and to be seen hy others, as
efficacious palicy making hodies.

Statutory Constraints

Satwies oficn severely inhibit the achicvement of 4 policy focus vn Stae
Board agendas. For example. in Colorado, a new law prosudes that the  State
Board of Education hires the state director of the bdingual broulwral amit. hears
appeals from distrivts whose plans hase been repected and wlupts ¢ umctuble and
standards for unit approsal of plans. The budrd wyo sets & mavimum ytedent
weacher ratio. ™ Obyiously these ave important functions. But it also s clear that
their performance. in anything other than 4 perfundory manner. will consume
sizeable chunks of the Siate Board's mecung tnie. Such kegnlition v very
common. Stawtory provisions of this wort should be vigorously protesied.

State school boards should appoint Lommissions o myestigate the event w
which mandated routine items preempt Board resvurces. and o propose Wierna:
tive mechanisms for performing nevessary routing tnks. Swchi commissions alw

6
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should consider techniques for foreing policy {tems ongo State Board agendas,
For example, state legislatures could *ake a gcure from Congress by adopting
programs that automatically cxpire after a few years unless there is a Stare Board
recommendation for continuation or modification of the program. In this fashion
legislatures can be encouraged 1O enhance, rather than inhibit, the policy em.
phasts of State Board ugendas.

Political Isolation

Political scientists often belabor sehool boards for their ** political isolation.**
But that is not really the problem. Indeed, anyone who has watched the educa-
tional policy formation process in Washington, D.C, quickly perecives that
immersion in partisan politics is a principal cause for the **educational policy-
flapping®” which we now endure.® Educational policy makers must be alert to the
demands and expectations of citizens, and they nust recognize that much educa-
tional policy has te find its way through the partisan portions of our governmental
system. But educational policy need not be initiated there,

The state school board is one agency that can consider what educattonal
policy ought to be~-a privilege and opportunity rarely afforded the people
who are immersed in the business of gencrating and dishursing public funds.
The great commissions and individuals who set educational goals in the past
usually were not legislators and chief executives.

Conditions Of Board Membership

The general principles of effective boardmanship have been spelled our in
many manuals and need not be discussed here.'® However, some features peculiar
10 State Roards of Education warrantinention. First. diversity ofbachground and
the ever changing membership of the Board make it difficule to attain the *“club™
atmosphere *hat often facilitates real give and take on policy mutters. However,
by sheer will power (coupled with some shill in conflict management by the
chairman or some other Board member) it should be possible to convert this
problem into an psser: issues can be contronted on their merits. wathout fear of
stepping on the toes of friends,.or of wrecking bach-home alliances and expecta-
tions A second featyre unique to State Boards is diat these Boards are saturated
with legal mandates, Uniess 2 new Board menber can be given expert assistanee
in mastering the nature and significance of these legal preseriptions, hie/she will
tend 10 give them exeessive time and atention. with the resule that the prioniy
accorded policy matters will be diminished. The new smember training sessions
recently organized by NASBE. plus within-state orientation sessions. should be
musts for new board members if policy miatters are to become important objects
of attention,

Third, because state school board sessions are short and widely spaced,
most policy matters cannot be fully resolved at a single meeting, Hence,
good Minutes are erucial. They must convey more than the mere fact thata
policy item was discussed. Ideally the will be artfully constructed to display
the issues raised, the positions taken, the progress made and the-tasks
remaining undone,.

Another problem for state school board members is their unquestioning
adoption of a classic principle of cor porate governance: Boards make policy
and chief executive officers implement it. In my opinion. policy making is a
legistative kind of function, and the performance of that function should not be
dependent upon e support or assistance of the exccutive agency chief. There 1s
evidence that ehief executives do notslways function as factlitators of the policy
making process: other duties or concerns occasionally place Boards 1 4 position
of dependency 1 The result his been some loss of policy making abiliy by
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Boards and legislatures. Today. both legistatures and corporations arc consider-
ing the idea that policy making bodics should have their own staffs,'® State
Boards also may have w employ their own staffs if they are to awain a policy
focus. Pethaps the reasons will beeome elearer ds we tumn 10 a discussion of
policies for policy making, )

STRATEGIES FOR DEVELOPING
AGENDAS WITH A POLICY FOCUS

I is not enaugh merely to limic the obstaeles that inhibn a State Board's cfiorts
to allot more of its time and talcm to agenda items that coneern policy. Unless
policy items are managed in A productis ¢ fashion, Boards soon will resert to their
wraditional emphasi> upon reutine items. Bat i s very difficult to manage policy
ftemts in » produetive fshion, for they are inheremly complex. uacertain and
controv ersial. Research inmetapedicy - policies about policy muaking —suggests
approaches that ean help Baurds Jdead producinely with policy items. Most of
these approaches are primitis¢ and uny alidated, b they can be ined out, 1efined
and adapted ta the ungue circumstances of cach Board. Five aspedts of metapol-
icy will be discussed here. gasl emifieation, scheduling. staff work | incremen-
talism and agenda building

Goal Ydentification

The number of polics emshat potentially conld appear on ¢ Board™ agenda

far exeeeds the resources wvailable for heir consideration. How then, «an o
. Board select those potivy items that shenddd be i laded v s wgenda, und thase
that shoicddd ot The prinapal seleetion ciatetion shauld be the Board”s officully
eatablished goals 1 g Stne Baurd has developed o statemem of its own major
goab, At has o useable und reasonable device for selecting poliey items for
inclusion und exclusion on ity agenda. Each year  state school board should

" schedule for itself at kedst une major session at which it adopts 2ol statements for

the forthcoming year, as wellas o More kneative set lur the connmg four-five year
period. :

There are 3 number of devices that can be used to identify und sefeet
goals. One is to rely vpon *‘mithority.” For example, speaking ac the 1974
NASBE Annuat Comvention. the then U'.S. Commssiones of Education Terrel
H. Bell w1 forth **the Tive most writical problems and perfurmance gaps upon
which your activisio should focus. . L ) Schood finance equay. 2. School dis-
irict organization 4l bounduries, 3. Collective hargaining m education, 4. Edu-
cation of hamlicapped children, and 3. Performance accountability in educa-
tion "'** Although the Commussoner did put evplan why he chuse these goalb
rather than some others, s probable that his selecgon was niade judiciosly .
and that §1 convtituted o reasondble set of goals  pechaps wuh some re-
arrangements and mines delevons or additions  Tor o Stae Boand of Cducatron,
Your 0w 0 state comiiissioiter probably las wand definitely shoskd hase) s lier
owrt list of tep priority godls, and of couse they oo should be made eapleat. and
exolivitly considered by the Buard.

There are other sources ul” “authonty” to which 4 State Board may wrn i it
efforts to identny amd seleet goals Not the least of these are the annual rewslu.
tions andor platforms regularly adupted by suthe educatiun urganszations. Whike
such sources of godls statemens shonld be stewed widh shepticism, they fre-
quently tncorporate seenifi ant wleas aitd praspusals that wartant consideration oy
state sehoo! boueds. In addioon, tere are ocastional Tational comnssions » hicl
provide scarees of goabs statements. for ¢ wanple. severd such commissions
recently have been reviewing and mahimg proposals abaut secondary educa-
tion '! Obviuusly it would be imespansibke lor a State Buard o routmely adopt
8
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the goals and priorities of outside authorities. However, the outside authorities
can provide very helpful formulations of goals. and from them the Board can
make its own selection. based on jts own considered judgiments about the condi-
tions. the needs and the opportunitics confronting publiv education in a particular
state. The exercise of such judgment constitutes the bysic rationale for having
state school boards.

A more expensive device for dlscemmg and selecting goals is t0 create a
citizens’ commission or task force specifically charged to study the state’s
educational enterprise and to make recommendations for Its improvement.
The Fleischmann Conunission in New York State was a monumental effort
of this sort.'> Many such commissions have been formed and have reported

- their coaclusions and recommendations. Often these reports fail to have

~ - much impact, not because their substance is ill considered or impractical,

but because the State Board of Ed ucation simply does not provide itsell with
adequate opportunities for doing more than “receiving’’ such reports.

An emerging source of goals is the feld of assessment and evaluation,'®
Although this field has scarcely progressed beyond its infaney and hence pro-
vides little direct guidance in identify ing goals for a State Bourd. 1t 15 a Geld with
much promise and state school bvards should encourage its development. One
way 0 do 50 is to imite the assessors and evaluators to State Board 2oal selecnon
sessions. and to solicit reconmendations and adviee. By providing o “market””
for the recommendations of the assessors. state sehoul boards will envourage the
gencration of responsible and useful advice.

Planning, like assessment. remains 2 primitive and underdeveloped tool lor
goal setting Nonetheless. State Boards can solicit input from plamers. and by
doing so. can encourage the planners to begin generating mose uscful and more
responsible information 10 the gual seting process,

Opinion polling has become a highly developed process in this nation. The
Annual Gallup Education polls provide a basis for identifying and seleeting
goals Although the pollsters tend o register apinion in a manner not direetly
translatable into goals. nonetheless the polls provide an important gauge of the
perceptions of the population These perceptions. in turn. previde guidance to
goal-setters. .

Obviously there are problems with all of the avarlable aids 1o goal 1dentifica-
tion and selection. True beliesers. political pastisans. media events. special
interests. ignoranee, traditionalismy and other Factors can all provide false leads.
Yet goal setting is indispensable, A Board always should have a set of twop
goals —perhaps one-half dozen —and should use these as vrtena for selecting
policy items on its agendas.

Scheduling

Scheduling is simply the process of planning the state scheol board calen-
dar in advance, in @ manner designed to foster productive disposition of
policy focused agenda ems. Both single-year and four-ar five-year calendars
should be developed  Effective scheduling must take into consideriation « variety
of factors: the calendars of atate legislatures and state and natiohal conterences.

+  developments tp the courts, activitivs of pertinent commissions ynd vapabihiues
.« *Of state education agency stalfs, The activities 0 such groups help detcrnune the,
© " most uselul time 1o 1ake up the various godls whih the State Board ha selected .
+  for its consideration As wits noted carlier. the policy making provess s many
phasc‘; Thus if the State Board is to make the most effective use of leverage, and
& iTitis to ateain the highest possible degree of influence vver other paricipants in
the policy making process. it must schedule its win vdlgndar in terms of the
activitics of other actors.

+ [
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Agenda Building

Despite the laws of nature and man, society remains somewhat disorderly and
unpredictable. Even the best of scheduling will be disrupted by some unexpected
event. And even the most diligent staff members will not always produce the
right informauon at the right time. For these reasons, a Swate Board must always
be receptive to changing its agenda at the last minute —substituting one policy
itcin for anuther. extending consideration of one item at the expense of another;
stopping the whole proceeding in order to review Bourd goal statements, and so
on. A Board that slavishly adheres to o predetermined agemda. no mater how
carefully drawn. assumes the cxistence of « world more vrderly than it reaily is.
Thus. at each Board meeung, an early uem of business should be a final review
and reconsideration of the agenda ftself.

Staff Work

Much of the preceding material assumes that State Board metnbers have aceess
w staff persons who hase both the shills and the commitment to facilitate the
Buard’s ¢fforts to build policy focused agendas. For example. we hay e suggesicd
the need for “inelhgence™” gathering and witerpretation. the institution of o
Buard public relatons program. studics of statutory constrsints upon Board
agendas. procedures for briefing new members. preparation of Miaates to ac-
wommudate the intermittent scheduting of Board mecungs, collection of input tor
godl wWentfication and selection sesswns. and wollevtion of inforination neces
sary for cffective scheduling of policy iteins.

Beyond all of these chores there is the obvivus onc of asscmhling and
distributing the background papers, alternatises for consideration, and rec-
ommendations for action which are esscnilal for productiv ¢ conslderation of
specific policy items. :

Board memhcrs themselves can hardiy be cxpected to perform all these
tasks. In principle, of course, these tasks are the responsihility of the chicf
state school officcr. However, hascd on past performance of local and state
school boards. the national government and corporate hoards, there are
some reasons to believe that the chicf exccutive vfficer may not be able to
provide all of the necessary assistance. Thus a principle recommendation
here is that Statc Boards of Education should employ staff members directly
responsible to the Board and specifically responsible for performing those
tasks essential for the productivc use of time allocated to policy matters.

Incrementalism

In @ ngtion bom i the Age ot Reason. aod propellsd to world leadership by the
efforts of seicnce and technologs .ot hardly s surprsiog that we tend to idealize
the policy mabady process i teoms of reason and formiule. detine the problem.
sdentfy the areay of alternatives ws atkable for s solution. waess el alternative
o erms of its costs and consequences. ard theo select the one best sulution.
Now there s nothing wiong with stnang fof sach an wheal. But single minded
pursust of at can lead to Canaly as paradssin®an mabibng 0wt becaise of an
pRmanageable comple sty that viten aceomipamies tull ratwonality  Stadents of
orgum/atonal decivon fuhing have discovered that decsaon otahers usually
ook for **sainfactory ™ solutions rather than “opmnal™ vaes 7 Policy w de
veloped incrementally  one step at o e, Opportumity sl deuessily present
vceasions for policy nahing. aml sich occasiodis Jentand resposes, even il the
tull panoply of prodlein wilving rechirgues connot be follow ed. Thigasual resalt
» that the pohey decision tros out 1o be unly pertiafly aleyuateqietie initia)
problem. and that unantivipated conseyuences matenalize. But the proper re
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sponse here is 0 expect such conscquences. to monitor the implementation
system in ways which will identify them, and to keep the policy making system
open 10 making adjustments and impros cments in the initial policy decision.

In short, we are advocating a policy making policy that is incremental
rather than rationally complete. The danger in this is that thc Board will fall
back on mere reaction or upportunism. There is a middle ground that is
neither excessively complex nor excessively simplistic. The presence of long
range goals, discussed above, is one device for ensuring that incremental
policies tend to move in a predetermined direction, rather than merely
“flapping in the wind.” _

There is an additional advantage 1w inerementalism. Oceasionally a State
Board will adopt a bold new policy. the implementation of which sreaks havoo
upon the schools. Our schools and our school personnel simply are pot equipped
10 make massive or sudden changes in their practices and policies. Incremental
changes are far more casily accommeodated. and in the long run they are more
likely to be accepted.

IMPLEMENTING AN AGENDA
THAT FOCUSES ON POLICY -

Even if a State Board succeeds in overcoming the obstacles to providing
policy focused agendas, and even if those agendas are supported by goal
statements, scheduling and staffwork, everything stiil can come to naught.
For agendas, like budgets, sometimes aren't followed. Tremendous self dis-
cipline and group discipline by Board members are needed il the policy
components of a policy fpcused agenda are in fact 10 receive the attention
they deserve. Here are five aids: * '

¢ Beware of Parkinson’s Law, Historian C. Northcote Parkinson’s famous
law js that *work expands to fill the time asailable for its completion.™ {(Closely
related is his Law of Trivialiny. the time expended on an agenda item varies
inversely with the significance of 1he item.)'™ Even with a policy focus, most
State Board agendas will include many noa-poliey iters. The time allotted to
routine items invariably is ynder pressure for expansion. for these stems often are
of great intrinsie interest.

There ar¢ a pumber of ways to minunize the effect of Parkinson™s Law — some
of them outwardly comy. But if your Board is confirming Parkinson. try these
techniques: (1) Assign to cach routine agenda item, in advance. the number of
minutes scheduled for its completion. (2) Appoint a timekeeper who 1S ay-
thorized to interject an announcement wheneser the predetermined nme allot-
ment is exceeded. (3) If a Board inember er faction really wants to go beyond the
time allotted for a routine item. require the intreduction of a procedural motion
which specifies the place from which the extra time is to be taken. if the notion
passes. (4} Put the routine items last on the agenda.

¢ Meet In A Policy Facilifating Environment. Remove telephones. Promi-
nently display charts that set forth the Board's major policy goals. Find a place
where the press, spectators and consultants can hear and sec the proceedings
without distracting thein Have a staff person present so that needed matenals ¢an
be sceured without lengthy recesses. Once or twice a year. partivearly when
metapolicy items are ynder consideration. incet inisvlation at « two- or three.day
retreat.

¢ Adopt And Adhere To Ryles Of Procedure, Policy items qre inherently
coniroversial Thus the Board must hase known and agreed-upon rules to man-
age debate. and a chainnan skilled in applying thuse rules 10 assure that debate
nioves oward resolution.

L]
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¢ Insist On Good Staffwork. If the materials needed for informed policy
discussions have not been well prepared, or have been distributed too late for
prior attention by Board members, postpone the item and perhaps make publicly
known the cavse of the postponement.

¢ Assess Your Work. Every year a portion of 2 meeting should be devoted to
a review of the previous ycar’s successes and failures in achieving policy ad-
vances. (Annual report time provides such an occasion.) Hire & neutral outside
“*policy making auditor’’ to spend time reviewing the Board’s Minutes, observ-
ing its meetings, and providing an outside view of how the Board is performing
vis-a-vis policy making. For assessment ctiteria, use your own statcments of
Board goals. They provide the standard by which you and the rest of the woeld
judge whether you have achieved, and made good use of, Board agendas that
focus on policy.

ARG
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SECTION HI . -

Action Alternatives

NASBE Staff Recommendations
To State Boards

¥

Many of Dr. Colton’s suggestions are good; NASBE adds the following:

¢ Once every five years hold hearings or survey a sample of educators,
parents, citizens, legislators, businessmen and students to hear directly from the
constituents about what their concerns and priorities are. Compare this input with
state education agency (SEA} staff-gathered assessment data and establish five-
year goals and objectives.

¢ Annually hold z chiel/Board/key SEA staff retreat to set 12- (o 24-month
Board/SEA priorities and to calendar major agenda events.

¢ Use the budget submittal date or the commencement of the legislative
session as the target point oward which a Board agenda cycle works.

¢ Adopt z systematic policy development procedure that identifies key
policy development steps and that includes a coherent plan for gathering and
using needed information prior to making the policy decision.

¢ Set up a Board meeting schedule that allows adequate time for hearings,
Board/staff work sessions, Boards committee work and formal Board sessions.

¢ Utilize an agenda planning sheet that allows the chief and Board chair-
person to classify the agenda item—i.c., administrative, budget, policy. judi-
cial, legislative and 50 on, so that conscious time decisions are made. The
planning sheet should also indicate whether it will be an action, discussion, work
session, information or hearing item.

¢ Consider utilizing a ““consent’ category on the agenda, i.e., an item that
allows the multigrouping of ali non-controversial items for action by a single
motion. This technique requires that, should one Board member object to a
consent item, that item is removed and considered by the full Board.

¢ Exercise discipline in sticking to the plan. OJ

.




SECTION IV

APPENDIX

Footnotes

Decker F. Walker, *‘Educational Policy is Flapping in the Wind,”” Center
Report (Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions, February 1974), p. 21.

*Nomman D. Kemr, “The School Board as an Agency of Legitimation,”
Sociology of Educarion 38 (Fall 1964): 34-59, See also Jack Wikowsky, “‘Edu-
cation of a School Board Member.”” Saturday Review, (November 10, 1971).

SRobert Bendiner, The Politics of Schools: A Crisis in Self-Government (New

- York: Harper and Row, 1969).

SRoald F. Campbell and Tim L. Mazzoni, Jt., eds., State Policy Making for
the Public Schools: A Comparative Analysis (Columbus: The Chio State Univer-
sity, 1974) p. 388.

tbid. , pp. 90, 97,

- 1bid., p. 6.

"Lawrence A, Cremin, ed., The Republic and the School: Horace Mann on the
Education of Free Men (New York: Teachers College Press, 1957).

#National Association of State Boards of Education, Focus 11 July 1975 p. 8.

For a good, first-hand account of educaiional policy making in Washington,
see Harry L, Summerfield, Power and Process: The Formulation and Limits of
Federal Educational Policy (Bedkeley: McCutchan, 1974).

BEor example, see Cyril O. Houle, The Effective Board (New York: Associa.
tion Press, 1969). See also Harold Koontz, The Board of Directors and Effective
Management (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967).

HEor a recent review, see William L. Boyd, **School Board-Administrative
Staff Relationships,”” in Understanding School Boards. ed. Peter J. Cistone
(Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C, Heath, 1975), pp. 103-130.

2Courtney C, Brown, Purting the Corporate Board t0 Work (New York:
Macmillan, 1976). Also B.S. Cooper, *'A Staff for School Boards,” Adminis-
trator’ s Notebook 21 (1973) No. 3.

13National Association of State Boards of Education, Jotrnat of Proceedings
1974 Annuat Convention, (Denver: 1974), pp. 1-4.

YMFor a review and critique of these repons, see Gordon Cawelti, Vitalizing the
High §:hoof (Washington: Association for Supervision and Curriculum De-
velopment, 1974),

I5The Fleischmann Report on the Quality, Cost, and Financing of Elememiary
and Secondary Education in New York State. 3 vols. (New York: Viking, 1973).

¥Eor an overview see¢ David T. Tronsgard, Michacl J, Grady, Jr., and E.
Dean Coon, Sratewide Educational Evaluarion {Denver, National Association of
State Boards of Education, 1974).

7Charles E, Lindblom, ““The Science of Muddling Through.™ Public Admin-
istration Review 19 (19503 79-88,

13C, Northcote Parkinson, Parkinson’s Law and Other Shudies in Administra-

* tfon (Cambridge; Houghlon Mifflin, 1957).
] o 14
ERIC 18

IToxt Provided by ERI




o Annotated Bibliography

Boyd, William L. “*School Board-Administrative Staff Relationships.”’ Under-
standing School Boards, ed. Peter J. Cistone. Lexington, Massachusetts:
D.C. Heath, 1975.

Boyd's chapter is a thoughtful and broadly-based review of the research on
board-administration refationships at the school distriet level. He takes special
note of the inherent tension between considerations of democracy and of effi-
ciency.

Brown, Courstney C. Purting the Corporate Board to Work. New York: Macmil-
lan, 1976,

Responding to (1) the finding of Mace (see below)} and others who have found
that governing boards do not govern, and (2) growing public demands for ac-
countzble and responsible goveming Boards, Brown proposes a re-structuring of
the roles and relationships of the Board chairman and the chief executive officer
of the organization. The roles should be independent but collaborative. The
Boatd chairman becomes a major figure who has access to resources and who
guides the Board's policy making activity. This frees the Board of dependence
upon the chief executive. Brown's proposals suggest that state school Boards
which are autohomous vis-a-vis the chief state sehool officer (CSSO) may have
greater pelicy making potential than Boards tied more closely to the CS$80. This
book deserves consideration by any state which is re-examining its arrangements
for school governance.

Campbell, Roald F. and Tim {.. Mazzoni, Jr., eds. State Policy Making for the
Public Schools: A Comparative Analysls. Columbus: The Ohio State Univer-
sity, 1974,

This monograph incotporates the principal findings of the large scale Educa-
tional Governance Project which smdied the processes of educational policy
formation in wwelve states. The project has produced our most comprehensive.
and up-to-date view of the role of state school boards. A full report is scheduled
for publication by McCutchan Publishing Co. in Berkeley. A summary report is
available in the Journal of Proceedings of the 1974 NASBE Convention, and a
more detailed summary is available in Tim L. Mazzoni, Jr. and Roald F.
Campbell ““Influentials in Stat2 Policy Making for the Public Schools,”” Educa
tional Adminsstration Quarterly 12 (Winter 1976): 1-26.

Dror, Yehezkel. Public Policy making Reexamined. Seranton: Chandler Publish-
ing Company, 1968, )
Dror develops a critigue of the traditional modes of public policy waking, and
proposes the devclopment of an optimal model which reflects metapolicy knowl-
edge, i.e., knowledge of policies about improving policy making. Not for the
general reader, but an important contribution to current efforts to reconsider the
processes by which governmeiits make policy.

Mace, Myles L., Directors: Myth and Reallty. Boston: Graduvate Sciwool of
Business Administration, Harvard University, 1971.

Using personal observation and interview technigues, Mace studied the actueal
performance of corporate boards of disectors, Despite legal mandates and busi-
ness rhetorie about the primacy of the policy making functions of boards of
directors, Mace found that most corporate directors do sot establish corporate
policies, objectves or strategies. Generally management runs things. Neverthe-
less, the distribudon of powers of control between boards and managers varies

15 .

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC 19




from one company to another. and from one issue to another. Mace does not
suggest that corporate boards can or should exercise greater policy making activ-
ity. The swdy provides a provocative basis for comparison for state school
boards, particularly in their relations to the state education agency.

Mana, Dale. Policy Decision Making in Education: An Introduction to Calcula-
tion and Control. New York: Teachers College Press, 1975,

Mann reviews and illustrates the ways in which currently available ‘‘decision
assisting" techniques can be used for purposes of policy formation and control at
both the local and societal levels. Mann carcfully notes both the potential and the
limitations of the techniques, particularly in light of the isherent complexity —
technical and political—of the policy making process.

20

e

3




NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION

A 810 Lincoln Tower

1860 Lincola Street
Denver, Colorado 80203
(303) 861-0911

one
b




